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This research determines the Acceptable Level of Acceptance (ALA) based on the countries with active Nuclear Power Plant
(NPP). The ALA is a particular value of public acceptance of NPP, indicating public support and participation in the program. If
the public acceptance level is lower than the ALA, then the probability of public resistance against the program is relatively high
and would harm the NPP. There is no correlation between the number of populations. This research uses four categories to classify
public acceptance: (1) low, (2) moderate, (3) high, and (4) very high. Based on these categories, this research suggests that the

moderate ALA is 27.5% of the acceptance level.

1. Introduction

The modern technology of nuclear power plants energy has
overcome the problem of public resistance against nuclear
energy. However, this solution does not lead to instant
public acceptance. There have been numerous studies on
countries’ public acceptance levels for nuclear power plants.
The results on average in several countries are as follows:
Slovenia at 15.70%, Japan at 21.04%, Germany at 21.09%,
Finland at 29.09%, Brazil at 31%, China at 42%, France at
50.87%, the United States at 52%, and the United Arab
Emirate 63% [1-5]. There is currently no available literature
on standards that define an acceptable level of acceptance
(ALA) based on the countries with active nuclear power
plant (NPP).

According to [6], a research company, the demand for
electrical energy in 1985 was 2,028 kWh and grew until 2019
to 3,501 kWh. A government must supply enough energy for

the citizen to avoid energy shortages. On the other hand,
traditional power plants produce waste, which is harmful to
the environment. The power plants that generate electricity
from coal, oil, and natural gas have the highest carbon
emission. Most of their byproduct is CO,, which causes the
greenhouse effect of global climate change [7]. The energy
shortage and climate change are two reasons to use nuclear
energy because nuclear power plants produce high energy
with low carbon emissions [3].

There are two main reasons for public resistance against
nuclear energy: (1) the traditional nuclear power plant
produces radioactive waste and (2) safety factors related to
nuclear disasters. The public generally has limited awareness
of NPP and common essential knowledge to understand that
nuclear energy produces low emissions and has high effi-
ciency [8]. This condition leads to many considerable set-
backs against the NPP establishment. Sugiawan and Managi
[9] mentioned that trust in the authorities is critical to


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8718-5324
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0306-9594
mailto:sri.hastjarjo@staff.uns.ac.id
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1155/2023/8923578

enhancing public acceptance in Indonesia. In China, the
government promotes NPP as the solution to climate change
and energy shortages [10]. The Three Mile Island, Penn-
sylvania, in 1979, Chernobyl in 1986, and Fukushima in 2011
affected public acceptance of NPP for a long duration [11].
After Chernobyl, local activism, which had been strength-
ened with the support of Greenpeace, inquired about the
safety of plants and their effects on health and the envi-
ronment around them. A systematic Brazilian Association of
Nuclear Energy campaign brought scientists and technicians
from the field. It discredited Greenpeace and the whole
movement, ending the debate on risks and nuclear con-
tamination [12]. From then on, scientists engaged in the
topic could not obtain research funds to develop studies on
these subjects.

Public acceptance varies due to personal, psychologi-
cal, and contextual factors [13]. So then, a standard is
needed to determine an acceptable level of public accep-
tance for nuclear power plant development. Not only that,
but there is also a relationship between public acceptance
and rejection of the risk of these activities. However,
sometimes people have a wrong perception of risk. In
connection with this issue, rejection correlates with the
real (actual) risk and the perception of risk that is
sometimes inversely related to the actual risk. ALA is
determined in this study to describe conditions that lead to
public support and participation in nuclear power plants.
Meanwhile, to see the level of risk to a state of acceptance,
several risk levels can be accepted by the community or
called acceptable level of risk (ALR).

This research defines ALA to describe the condition that
leads to public support and participation toward the NPP
establishment based on the public acceptance data. IPSOS
[1] mentions that the world average public acceptance level
of NPP is 39.32%. These data suggest that the NPP program
is ongoing even if more than half of the population does not
support the program. The variable predicted to have a re-
lationship with the public acceptance level of nuclear power
plants in a country is the total population. The population
size is related to electricity demands. The research study in
Malaysia conducted by Jifri et al. [14] showed that gross
domestic product (GDP), population, and maximum tem-
perature are affected by the electrical load demand pattern
based on their Pearson correlations. Also, electricity demand
is increasing rapidly due to the ever-increasing population
and technological revolution [15].

There is a variation in the world average public accep-
tance level mentioned in many research publications: 21.91%
[3], 51.57% [4], 45.78% [5], and so on. Public acceptance is
commonly measured in public opinion polls, but Aitken [16]
argued that using representative opinion poll data to indicate
technology acceptance paints a skewed picture. However,
other research studies measured public acceptance using the
ordered probit model [17] and the theoretical predictive
models [18]. Zainudin and Ishak [17] used the ordered
probit model for probit analysis generalization to the case of
more than two outcomes of an ordinal-dependent variable.
For theoretical predictive models, there are some aggregate
levels (e.g., modal split models) or disaggregate level (e.g.,
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discrete choice models) methods to predict the quantitative
changes in behavior [18]. Moreover, no synthesis of the
available literature on this topic is currently available.

The purposes of this research are to determine the ALA
for NPP establishment and to analyze its determinants. The
ALA is obtained by clustering the data of world public
acceptance of NPP from various sources into four categories:
(1) low, (2) intermediate, (3) high, and (4) very high. This
research examined the correlation between public accep-
tance of a state to the number of populations and its gross
domestic product (GDP). The number of people is linearly
dependent on the demand for electrical energy in a partic-
ular state. The GDP represents the quality of the economys; it
describes the national investment in education, public
services, power plants, and so on. This paper structure is as
follows: (1) Section 2 shows the methodology and introduces
the analysis; (2) Section 3 discusses the stability of the ALA;
and (3) Section 4 gives conclusions about this study.

2. Materials and Methods

The history of nuclear power plants begins after the end of
WW2. The world realized that nuclear is a powerful source
of energy. Instead of using it as a weapon, people can convert
the energy into electricity using a power plant. Even though
many believe that nuclear is a powerful energy source, the
Hiroshima and Nagasaki accident still leave fear in people,
leading to resistance toward NPP.

Aritonang et al. [19] have researched recommenda-
tions for government to increase public acceptance of
nuclear power plant (NPP) establishment in Jepara,
Central Java, Indonesia. Their report identified that the
residents’ reasons for rejecting NPP establishment include
(1) fear of issues (radiation and disaster); (2) fear of losing
livelihood and being threatened by relocation; (3) human
resources are not yet professional; (4) nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) as stakeholders that affect the
community; (5) distrust towards national and local gov-
ernment; and (6) insurance and compensation, meta-
physical costs, and so on.

Cited to the newspaper Lusakatimes [20], the Chongwe
residents have rejected the planned construction of a Nu-
clear Science and Technology Plant in the area. Based on the
newspaper, the reason for the rejection is due to the fear of
accident, disaster, radiation, and nuclear weapons because
they do not have the means or the capacity to evacuate the
entire city for a prolonged time if such terrible things
happen. So, if the research and development of nuclear
should be constructed, the government should take such
facilities very far from human settlements where a disaster’s
impact will be minimal.

Previous studies have shown at least two main reasons
behind the strong opposition to nuclear energy. First, nu-
clear power is considered a high-risk technology usually
associated with potential harm from radioactivity, nuclear
accidents, or nuclear weapons [21, 22]. Second, many nu-
clear decision-making processes only focus on technological
and economic aspects, ignoring the importance of public
involvement, ultimately leading to public distrust [23].
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ALA is determined in this research because there is
currently no available literature on standards that define an
Acceptable Level of Acceptance (ALA) based on the
countries with active Nuclear Power Plant (NPP). The
Acceptable Level of Acceptance is the level at which the
perception of public acceptance toward the Nuclear Power
Plant Program is considered valid to determine people’s
participation (or Support) in the program’s operation. This
conceptualization of ALA is based on the concept of public
acceptance, which is defined as the community member
perception behavior which provides support (supportive) to
the technology use that can be manifested in various forms
of support ranging from passive approval (not rejecting) to
initiatives and dynamic behavior in the use of technology
[24]. Many countries have low public acceptance but still
build and operate nuclear power plants, which shows that
ALA is very important. Through the valid standards spec-
ified in the ALA, it is hoped that the government and its
stakeholders will pay more attention to public acceptance in
planning the development of nuclear power plants, not only
to fulfill normative requirements.

A systematic literature review and meta-analysis on the
perception of public acceptance toward the Nuclear Power
Plant Program was conducted to define an Acceptable Level of
Acceptance. ALA aims to classify public acceptance as (1) low,
(2) moderate, (3) high, and (4) very high. To ensure the ac-
cessibility of the literature in this work, the literature focuses on
journals, reports, conference proceedings, and articles. The data
were collected from various works of literature, such as reports
and journals. It is interesting to note that all the literatures have
the same data collection method for public opinion polls.
However, they also differ in the range of research locations,
polling year, number of respondents, and response scales. The
differences in the public opinion polls methodology from the
literature used in this study are as follows.

No references contained the state acceptance levels of
Armenia, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, and Ukraine, so this
study excluded these five countries from the population of
countries with active nuclear power plants. Based on the
literature in Table 1, public acceptance data from various
countries are shown in Table 2.

The country grouping is done by considering the
skewness value obtained after calculating the mean per-
centage of public acceptance in 28 countries. Based on the
mean value, a standard curve is made to determine the ALA
and define the uncategorized areas of acceptance (UAA) due
to the world’s unexisting situation. Extreme examples of this
case were Slovenia, with the lowest public acceptance level,
and the United Arab Emirates, with the highest public ac-
ceptance level. Furthermore, the data in Table 2 will be
classified according to countries with active nuclear power
plants into the following four categories: low, medium, high,
and very high public acceptance levels. The variable pre-
dicted to have a relationship with the public acceptance level
of nuclear power plants in a country is the population and
gross domestic product. The population size is related to
electricity demands. The high population of a country leads
to a higher level of electricity consumption. Countries with
high electricity needs are predicted to have societies open to

new energy sources. It initiates the presumption that the
population in a country affects the public acceptance level of
nuclear power plants in that country.

A country’s economic condition is also predicted to be
related to the public acceptance of nuclear power plant
development. Hirsh and Koomey [26] found that the re-
lationship between electricity consumption and gross do-
mestic product (GDP) in the United States, started in the
early 1970s up to 2013, has strongly correlated with the stable
linear relationship between gross domestic product (GDP)
and electricity consumption over long periods. Electricity
consumption growth has been stemming from the increase
in economic activity. In this case, establishing a nuclear
power plant includes obtaining radioactive elements, re-
search, development, supervision, waste treatment, safety
assurance, and so on. This series of activities certainly re-
quires a large budget. If a country has low income, the public
can have other priorities than nuclear power plants. On the
other hand, the public can trust in accepting the con-
struction of a nuclear power plant if there is already an
appropriate budget for these activities of a certain percentage
of the total state income. The amount of a country’s income
can be described using the amount of GDP (gross domestic
product), so this research has a presumption that GDP
influences public acceptance in a country. Other indicators,
including historical, environmental, and geographical cir-
cumstances, were not considered because it is related to
nuclear disasters. Countries that have been through the
disaster until now are still operating nuclear power plants.

The correlation between the GDP and the number of
populations to the acceptance level of the corresponding
state was analyzed using meta-analysis, including a three-
dimensional plot, correlation test, and ANOVA. A meta-
analysis is a statistical method of combining results from
different studies to weigh and compare and identify patterns,
disagreements, or relationships that appear in the context of
multiple studies on the same topic [27] meta.

3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Country Grouping Based on the Public Acceptance Level of
NPP. With the meta-analysis method, each primary study is
abstracted and coded, and the results are then turned into
a standardized metric for calculating the overall effect size
[28]. To undertake a meta-analysis, however, the included
studies must share statistical metrics (effect size) for com-
paring their results. Table 2 displays the public acceptance of
nuclear energy used in various countries with active nuclear
power plants. This value shows what percentage of a sample
of citizens of a country agreed with nuclear energy use for
electricity generation. Surveys taken as reference material
may use different samples and times so that a country can
have more than one level of acceptance. This study employed
the mean value of data from various reference sources to
represent the overall acceptance level in a country. Table 3
shows the mean values of public acceptance in various
countries.

Table 3 shows the average value of public acceptance in
28 countries from data from several sources and different
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TaBLE 3: The mean values of public acceptance in various countries.

Countries Mean (%)
(1) Argentina 28.00
(2) Belarus 48.90
(3) Belgium 53.75
(4) Brazil 31.00
(5) Bulgaria 54.33
(6) Canada 37.00
(7) China 42.00
(8) Czech Republic 50.17
(9) Finland 29.09
(10) France 50.87
(11) Germany 21.09
(12) Hungary 34.40
(13) India 61.00
(14) Japan 21.04
(15) Mexico 19.00
(16) Netherlands 41.13
(17) Romania 26.20
(18) Russia 38.00
(19) Slovakia 24.30
(20) Slovenia 15.70
(21) South Africa 40.00
(22) Spain 32.43
(23) Sweden 34.54
(24) Switzerland 43.50
(25) South Korea 39.00
(26) United Arab Emirate 63.00
(27) United Kingdom 33.97
(28) United States of America 52.00
Mean (%) 38.05
Skewness 0.18

years. Based on the public acceptance data, the overall av-
erage value is 38.05, and the skewness value is 0.18. The data
skewness close to the value 0 signifies that the mean of the
data was close to the mean. Thus, the medium category
representing the category in the middle of the entire dataset
was made to contain a mean value.

(a) The low category starts at 0% and contains the lowest
data value. The maximum score of this category is
less than the mean.

(b) The medium category contains the mean score,
where the minimum score is less than the mean, and
the highest score is more than the mean.

(c) The high category has a minimum value that is more
than the mean and a maximum value less than the
highest data.

(d) The low, medium, and high categories have the same
interval length.

(e) The very high category must contain the highest
data; the maximum value is less than the domain
limit (100%).

The mean public acceptance level of nuclear power
plants in Table 3 was 38.05%, with the domains ranging from
0% to 100%. The lowest known data acceptance level was
15.7% (Slovenia), while the highest known data were 63%
(United Arab Emirates). Grouping was made with the
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following rules. From the five rules, a data interval of 20%
could be selected for the first three categories to obtain the
following:

(a) The low category contains data ranging from 0% to
20%

(b) The medium category contains data at intervals of
20% to 40%

(c) The high category contains data at 40% to 60%

(d) The rest, namely, the 60% to 100% interval, falls into
the very high category

Figure 1 shows the grouping of states based on Table 3
using predefined rules.

The standard curve given above is a centralization
analysis based on a country’s grouping of public acceptance
percentage of nuclear power plants worldwide, as shown in
Figure 1. The distribution is constructed with a minimum
value of 16, and the maximum value of 63 tends to leave
skewness. That range and number of samples provide a mean
of 38.05% and a standard deviation (SD) of 12.79%. The
acceptable level of acceptance (ALA) determines the best
position on +2SD. However, +1SD is still considered suitable
to be trusted because it is still close to the normal distri-
bution. Based on the standard curve, ALA is the level of NPP
public acceptance, around 51.5% to 63%. There are also
uncategorized areas of acceptance (UAA) in the standard
curve due to the world’s unexisting situation. Those are
under —2SD (below 16% to 0%) and above +2SD (higher
than 63% to 100%).

The mean public acceptance level of nuclear power
plants in all countries with active nuclear power plants was
38.05%. It denotes having 39% of the public supported
nuclear energy use for electricity generation, which was
already included in the above-average category, despite
more than 50% of greed. It shows that a country needs to
compare its public acceptance level with other countries to
avoid wrong interpretations. For example, a survey may
consider the public acceptance level in a country of 40% as
a low value simply because more citizens disagree even
though the value is already above the average public ac-
ceptance level in the world, according to various reference
sources in Table 2.

Apart from comparing the public acceptance level with
other countries, things that need to be considered are the
variables affecting the acceptance level. Table 2 shows that
surveys conducted at different times may produce different
results.

3.2. ALA Stability-Based PDB and Population Partial
Variation. The variable predicted to have a relationship with
the public acceptance level of nuclear power plants in
a country is the population and GDP (gross domestic
product). Table 4 shows population and GDP data from the
latest World Bank data available on its website. The skewness
values in the two datasets were 3.28 and 4.51, respectively.
These two values indicate that the mean of the two datasets
was much larger than the median. It could happen because
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FIGURE 1: State grouping based on the public acceptance level of nuclear power plants.

there were datasets with a value much more significant than
most of them. From population data, China (1.398 billion
inhabitants) and India (1.366 billion inhabitants) were far
more than other countries, even when compared to the USA
(328 million inhabitants) as the country with the third-
largest population in the world. The size of these data dif-
ference affected the mean value calculation, so it was outside
the middle of the actual data. Likewise, with GDP data, the
USA’s GDP (21.43 trillion USD) was far above other
countries’ GDP.

The statistical conditions in Table 4 made the previous
grouping rules less suitable because the mean of the data was
outside the middle of the whole data, which the medium
category should represent. The medium category in Table 4
needs to contain the median, not the mean. Another thing to
note is that the data domain in Table 2 differed from the data
in Table 4 because the population and GDP data do not have
an upper limit. Apart from that, the grouping rules for these
data were the same as before. The chosen interval distance
for the low, medium, and high categories in the population
data was 40 million, while the GDP data were 650
billion USD.

Figure 2 displays the grouping results in Table 4 according
to the rules already mentioned. The horizontal axis in Figure 2
represents the total population, while the vertical axis signifies
GDP. Each country was defined as a point at specific co-
ordinates. The dots were colored according to the category
grouping of countries based on the public acceptance level in
Figure 1. There were outliers for the population data, namely,
China and India, while the outliers for the GDP data were the
USA. The points representing the countries considered to be
data outliers were not at the actual coordinates in Figure 2. It
was made so that the coordinates of other issues could be
observed in more detail and analyzed better.

Figure 2 was analyzed based on the coordinates of the
point representing the grouping of countries based on the
population and GDP and the color signifying the group of
countries based on the public acceptance level. There are two
areas with different scales, the yellow area with an aspect
ratio of 25:1 and the grey area, which is not scaled. The
yellow area has an aspect ratio of 25:1 per unit area, which
means that 1 unit area contains 1 point on the X-axis and is
scaled to 25 points on the Y-axis. Meanwhile, the grey area
contains a data outlier, so the grey area cannot be scaled.
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TaBLE 4: Total population and GDP of countries with active NPPs.

. Demographic data Economic data

Countries

Total population (million) Category GDP (billion USD) Category
Argentina 44.94 Medium 445.40 Low
Belarus 9.47 Low 63.08 Low
Belgium 11.46 Low 533.10 Low
Brazil 211.00 Very high 1840.00 High
Bulgaria 7.00 Low 68.56 Low
Canada 37.59 Medium 1736.00 High
China 1398.00 Very high 1434.00 High
Czech Republic 10.56 Low 250.70 Low
Finland 5.52 Low 269.30 Low
France 67.06 Medium 2716.00 Very high
Germany 83.02 High 3861.00 Very high
Hungary 9.77 Low 163.50 Low
India 1366.00 Very high 2869.00 Very high
Japan 126.30 Very high 5082.00 Very high
Mexico 127.60 Very high 1269.00 Medium
Netherlands 17.28 Low 907.10 Medium
Romania 19.41 Low 250.10 Low
Russia 144.40 Very high 1700.00 High
Slovakia 5.45 Low 105.10 Low
Slovenia 2.01 Low 54.17 Low
South Africa 58.56 Medium 351.40 Low
Spain 46.94 Medium 1393.00 High
Sweden 10.23 Low 530.90 Low
Switzerland 8.55 Low 703.10 Medium
South Korea 51.71 Medium 1647.00 High
United Arab Emirate 34.27 Medium 793.00 Medium
United Kingdom 55.98 Medium 2830.00 Very high
United States 328.20 Very high 21430.00 Very high
Mean 153.51 1974.84
Median 41.27 850.05
Skewness 3.28 4.52

This analysis was only geometric, so the relationship
between variables could only be seen from their positions on
the graph. Statistical analysis was carried out in the next
section by performing a correlation test. Four results can be
summarized in Figure 2.

(a) Countries with a “relatively” high population and
a “relatively” high GDP also had societies that tended
to be more open to nuclear energy use. It could be
seen from the points considered outliers in the blue
area. All three countries had above-average accep-
tance levels.

(b) Countries with a “relatively” high population but
relatively “low” GDP tended to have a low public
acceptance level. It could be observed in Mexico,
Russia, and Brazil. The three countries fell into the
high category based on GDP data but were still below
the overall mean.

(c) Countries with “relatively” high GDP but a “rela-
tively” low population size tended to have lower
public acceptance levels than the first result but
higher than the second result. It could be observed in
Japan, the UK, France, and Germany.

(d) Countries with “relatively” low population numbers
and GDP had very diverse public acceptance levels.

Extreme examples of this case were Slovenia, with the
lowest public acceptance level, and the United Arab
Emirates, with the highest public acceptance level.

Relatively high or low terms for the four results obtained
compared the data with the mean values in Table 4. It de-
notes that a country with a relatively low GDP did not mean
it was in a low category in Figure 2.

The population number cannot stand alone as a factor
influencing the public to receive nuclear energy. Countries
with a high population but a low GDP tend to have low
public acceptance levels. Without proper literacy and
communication, rejection in a country with a high pop-
ulation is difficult to contain and has the potential for ex-
cellent resistance. Conversely, a high GDP alone does not
guarantee that society is open to nuclear energy. If the
community considers that the electricity supply can still be
fulfilled from other energy sources, the community does not
need a nuclear power plant. Thus, the interpretation of
Figure 2 is that combining a high population with a high
GDP is necessary to produce a public with a high acceptance
of nuclear energy use.

3.3. ALA Stability-Based Population and GDP-Related
Variation. The data comparison analysis on the public
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Ficure 2: Classification of countries with active nuclear power plants based on population and GDP.

acceptance level based on population and GDP in the
previous section has only been done geometrically. From
a statistical point of view, testing is needed to determine the
proper relationship between the variables influencing the
public acceptance level.

Tests were carried out using the mean parameter as
a comparison, so that the data mean being tested should
represent the data well. Information is said to have a mean
that represents the data well if it has a data distribution close
to the normal distribution. The following investigated
whether the data on the public acceptance level, population
data (without data outliers), and GDP (without data outliers)
for nuclear could be considered close to a normal distri-
bution by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Testing on the data
on population numbers and GDP deliberately omitted data
outliers in the test because, in Table 4, the overall data’s mean
was not representative, with most of the information being
far below this value. The results of testing the three datasets
are revealed in Table 5.

Table 5 shows that the p value of the normality test
results for the three data was higher than 0.05. A 5% or 0.05
is an error tolerance standard commonly used in statistical
testing. These results indicate that the data on the public
acceptance level, population (without outliers), and GDP
(without outliers) could be considered close to the normal
distribution. Thus, the mean was considered representative
for use in further testing.

Furthermore, a correlation test was conducted by cal-
culating the Pearson correlation coefficient from the three
data to determine which variables affected the public ac-
ceptance level. Variables influencing each other had
a Pearson correlation coefficient marked with an asterisk if
they were considered to correlate with an error tolerance of
5% and marked with two asterisks if they were supposed to
correlate with an error tolerance of 1%. If the coefficient was
not marked with an asterisk, then the variable pair was
considered not to have a significant correlation. The results
are shown in Table 6.
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TaBLE 5: The calculation results of the normality test for data on acceptance levels, total population, and GDP.

Calculated value Acceptance level Total population GDP

Total data 28 26 27

Mean 38.05% 59.01 million 1254.28 billion USD
P value 0.983 0.118 0.386
Considered to be close to a normal distribution?* Yes Yes Yes

*If the p value is >0.05 (or any other error tolerance value chosen), then the data tested can be considered close to the normal distribution.

TaBLE 6: The calculation results of the correlation test between the acceptance level, total population, and GDP.

Correlation

between Significance  Is the correlation considered significant?*  Pearson correlation coefficient
Public acceptance level and population 0.956 No Insignificant

Public acceptance level and GDP 0.484 No Insignificant

The population andGDP 0.001 Yes 0.608 (positive)

*If the significance is <0.05 (or any other error tolerance value chosen), then the data pair tested is considered to have a relationship (correlation).

Table 6 exhibits that the significant variable pairs were
total population and GDP, with a correlation of 0.608
(positive). It means that the higher the population in
a country with active nuclear power plants, the greater the
tendency for the country to have a higher GDP. Un-
fortunately, it is not the focus of this study. Table 6 does not
show variables correlating with the public acceptance level of
nuclear power plants.

Analyses carried out geometrically revealed that
countries with high population numbers and high GDP
also had high public acceptance levels. The previous
analysis resulted in this conclusion because it included data
outliers, all three of which had a high acceptance level.
Thus, it gives the impression that high population size and
GDP also lead to higher public acceptance. It turns out that
this view was not supported by analysis from a statistical
point of view because it is not the case in general. The
statistical analysis results indicate that other variables
significantly influenced the public acceptance level more
than the population or GDP.

These correlation test results have not completely
invalidated the analysis results in the previous section. The
correlation test was done by comparing the variables one by
one, while the geometrical analysis results indicate a re-
quirement for a large population size and a high GDP si-
multaneously. Therefore, an additional test was carried out
using the ANOVA test to compare the data on the public
acceptance level by category pairs in Figure 2. The pairs
loaded the population size and GDP variables together.
Table 7 displays the possible pairs of categories and the
amount of data on these pairs.

ANOVA test is a statistical test that compares the mean
data in specific groups. From Table 7, 16 groups representing
each pair could be made, and then groups with more than
one data were taken. ANOVA test can be done if the data in
each group are considered not homogeneous (there are
significant differences in each group). If the data are con-
sidered homogeneous or each group does not significantly
differ, then the values cannot be compared, so the ANOVA
test cannot be carried out. Data are called homogeneous if
the p value of the homogeneity test results is higher than the

TABLE 7: Pair categories on the variable population size and GDP to
test the relationship between the public acceptance level of the two
variables simultaneously.

Pair no. Population category =~ GDP category = Total data
1 Low Low 10
2 Low Medium 3
3 Low High 0
4 Low Very high 0
5 Medium Low 2
6 Medium Medium 3
7 Medium High 2
8 Medium Very high 0
9 High Low 0
10 High Medium 0
11 High High 0
12 High Very high 2
13 Very high Low 0
14 Very high Medium 1
15 Very high High 3
16 Very high Very high 3

error tolerance. Table 8 displays the ANOVA test results for
the data in Table 6.

Table 8 shows that the p value in the homogeneity test
results table was less than the standard value for error tol-
erance (5%), so each group was considered a variation worthy
of comparison. The mean column in Table 8 displays that the
three groups with the largest mean in order were pairs 2, 16,
and 8. Pair number 2 was ranked first because it listed the
United Arab Emirates as having the highest public acceptance
level, followed by the partner country. Pair number 16 rep-
resent a country with high population and GDP. Countries
with a relatively small population but a high GDP could be
represented by pair eight and get third. The pair of categories
containing only one data could not be analyzed, so the pairs
with the lowest mean acceptance level were pairs 5 and 15.
Pair number 5 could represent countries with a low pop-
ulation and GDP while pairing number 15 represented
countries with high population numbers but low GDP.

This result was equivalent to an analysis carried out
geometrically, namely,
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TaBLE 8: ANOVA test results of acceptance level data based on grouping of total population and GDP.

The order Homogenei
Pair no. Total data Mean of the Description omogeneity
significance
mean
1 10 37.14 4 In the middle
2 3 49.21 1 The highest
5 2 34.00 7 The lowest
7 3 36.14 6 Third lowest 0.049 (the order of the mean considered valid*)
8 2 42.42 3 Third highest
15 3 37.00 5 Second lowest
16 3 44.68 2 Second highest

*The mean order is considered valid if the homogeneity significance is <0.05 (or any other error tolerance value chosen).

(a) Pair 2 received the highest score because the United
Arab Emirates was included in the group. On the
other hand, pair 1 with country characteristics was
almost the same in terms of GDP, and the total
population had a low mean acceptance level. These
results are consistent with the geometrical data
analysis results, in which countries with low pop-
ulations and GDP had various views on nuclear
energy use, ranging from low to very high.

(b) Pair 16, representing a country with a high pop-
ulation and GDP, had a better ranking than pairs 8
(large GDP, small population) or 15 (large pop-
ulation size, small GDP). It is consistent with the
first result of geometrical data analysis, stating that
a large population size needs to be accompanied by
a high GDP to produce a society open to nuclear
energy.

Pair 8 obtained a higher ranking than 15. It is also
consistent with the geometrical data analysis results that
those countries with a low population but high GDP tended
to have a higher level of public acceptance than countries
with a high population but low GDP.

4. Conclusion

There is a variation in the world average public acceptance
level mentioned in many research publications, which shows
that a standard or an acceptable level of acceptance (ALA) is
fundamental. Through the valid standards specified in the
ALA, it is hoped that the government and its stakeholders
will pay more attention to public acceptance in planning the
development of nuclear power plants, not only to fulfill
normative requirements. This study was analyzed to mea-
sure the acceptable level of acceptance (ALA) of public
acceptance toward nuclear power plants. This study also
tested the stability of the ALA by comparing the GDP and
the number of populations in countries with active NPP. The
results of this study are given below.

The Acceptable Level of Acceptance (ALA) is between
51.5% and 63%. This grade is the best level of public ac-
ceptance, while the acceptance of 39.5% to 51.4% is still
tolerably good. The other two grades are intolerable ac-
ceptance between 16% and 27.4% and moderate acceptance
within the acceptable percentage of 27.5% to 39.5%. A
moderate level of acceptance is concluded because of an

uncategorized area of acceptance (UAA) due to the world’s
unexisting situation. This is an area of acceptance below 16%
to 0% and higher than 63% to 100%.
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